Appl. No. 10/685,018 

Reply to Examiner's Action dated 1 1/01/07 



REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

The Applicants have carefully considered this application in connection with the Final 
Rejection electronically delivered November 1, 2007 and the Advisory Action electronically 
delivered January 24, 2008. The Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of this application 
in view of the foregoing amendment and the following remarks. 

The Applicants originally submitted Claims 1-21 in the application. In a previous 
response, the applicants amended independent Claims 1, 8, and 15 to substantially include the 
limitations from dependent Claims 5, 12, and 19, respectively. As a result of this amendment. 
Claims 5, 12, and 19 were canceled without prejudice or disclaimer and dependent Claims 6, 13, and 
20 were amended to solely assign proper dependency. In the present response, the Applicants have 
amended independent Claims 1, 8, and 15 to substantially include the limitations from dependent 
Claims 6, 13, and 20, respectively. Support for the amendment can be found, for example, in 
paragraph 30 of the original specification. As a result of the present amendment, dependent Claims 
6, 13, and 20 have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer and Claims 7, 14,and21 have been 
amended to solely assign proper dependency. No other claims have been added. Accordingly, 
Claims 1-4, 7-11, 14-18, and 21 are currently pending in the application. 

I. Rejection of Claims 1-3, 5, 8-10, and 12 under 35 U.S.C. §103 

Previously, the Examiner rejected Claims 1-3, 5, 8-10, and 12 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,991,350 to Yamamoto ("Yamamoto"). The Examiner 
asserted that the output of element 101, the start/reset signal of Figure 1, of Yamamoto is the 
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threshold level that a comparator uses to provide a reset signal. (See Final Rejection of November 1 , 
2007, page 6, section 3d.) This assertion was the basis for the Applicants arguments in the previous 
response of January 2, 2008. (See pages 7-8.) However, the Examiner also asserted in the Final 
Rejection that the threshold level a comparator uses to provide a reset signal is threshold level 5 of 
element 1 07 of Yamamoto. (See Final Rejection of November 1 , 2007, pages 2-3.) It appears to the 
Applicants, based on the Advisory Action of January 24, 2008, that this is the threshold level the 
Examiner meant to use and is the basis for the present response. 

When addressing dependent Claims 5 and 12, the limitations of which are substantially 
included in independent Claims 1 and 8, the Examiner recognizes that Yamamoto does not teach or 
suggest providing a reset signal when a comparison signal has reached a threshold and cites U.S. 
Patent No. 5,463,627 to Matsuoka, et al. ("Matsuoka") to cure this deficiency of Yamamoto. (See 
Final Rejection of November 1, 2007, page 3.) The Applicants believe, however, the cited 
combination of Yamamoto and Matsuoka neither teaches nor suggests resetting a current number to a 
non-zero number upon receiving a reset signal, the reset signal provided when a comparison signal 
reaches a threshold as is now recited in amended independent Claims 1 and 8 which, as mentioned 
above, now substantially includes the limitations of dependent Claims 6 and 13, respectively. 

When addressing dependent Claims 6 and 1 3, the Examiner relies on the judgment section 
108 of Matsuoka to teach and suggest providing a reset signal and resetting the reset number 
empirically citing column 10, lines 31-46 and Figure 5 of Matsuoka. (See Final Rejection, of 
November 1 , 2007, page 6.) Matsuoka teaches the count value 1 07 is supplied to the error judgment 
section 108 and that the error judgment section 108 judges the condition of the cumulative phase 
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error, in accordance with the count value 107, and based on that judgment the error judgment section 
1 08 selectively generates a reset signal 1 09 supplied to phase error counter 1 06. {See, for example, 
column 1 0, lines 35-42.) Furthermore, Matsuoka teaches the absolute value of the cumulative phase 
error is supplied to one input of comparator 108c to be compared with a predetermined threshold 
value. The output of comparator 1 08c is coupled to the "clear" input of the phase error counter 1 06. 
If the threshold value is exceeded then the count value 1 07 of the phase error counter is reset to zero. 
{See, for example, column 12, lines 48-56, and Figures 4-5.) Thus, Matsuoka teaches an error 
judgment section compares the value of a phase error counter to a threshold value and resets the 
phase error counter to zero if the value of the phase error counter exceeds the threshold value. 

As such, Matsuoka does not reset a current number to a non-zero reset number upon 
receiving a reset signal when a comparison signal reaches a threshold and thus, does not cure the 
above-noted deficiencies of Yamamoto. Therefore, Yamamoto in combination with Matsuoka, as 
applied by the Examiner, does not establish a prima facie case of obviousness of presently amended 
independent Claims 1 and 8 and Claims that depend thereon. Accordingly, the Applicants 
respectfully request the Examiner to withdraw the § 103(a) rejection of Claims 1-3, 5, 8-10, and 12 
and allow issuance of the pending claims. 

II. Rejection of Claims 4-7, 1 1, and 13-14 under 35 U.S.C. §103 

Previously, the Examiner rejected Claims 4-7, 1 1 and 13-14 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Yamamoto in view of Matsuoka. As noted above. Claims 6 and 13 have 
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been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. With regard to the remaining rejected claims, the 
Applicants respectfully disagree. 

As established above, the cited combination of Yamamoto and Matsuoka does not provide 
a prima facie case of obviousness for presently amended independent Claims 1 and 8 and claims that 
depend thereon. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request the Examiner withdraw the 
§103(a) rejection of Claims 4-7, 11, and 13-14 and allow issuance of the pending claims. 

III. Rejection of Claims 15-17 and 19 under 35 U.S.C. §103 

Previously, the Examiner rejected Claims 15-17 and 19 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yamamoto in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,802,451 to Adachi, etal. ("Adachi"). As 
noted above, Claim 1 9 was canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. With regard to rejected Claims 
15-17, the Applicants respectfully disagree. 

As established above, the combination of Yamamoto and Matsuoka does not provide a 
prima facie case of obviousness for presently amended independent Claims 1 and 8. Analogously, 
the combination of Yamamoto and Matsuoka does not provide a prima facie case of obviousness for 
now amended independent Claim 1 5 . Adachi has not been cited to cure the above-noted deficiencies 
of the combination of Yamamoto and Matsuoka but to teach additional components of the 
transmitter. {See Final Rejection of November I, 2007, page 8.) As such, the combination of 
Yamamoto, Matsuoka, and Adachi does not provide aprima facie case of obviousness for presently 
amended independent Claim 15 and Claims that depend thereon. Accordingly, the Applicants 
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respectfully request the Examiner to withdraw the § 103(a) rejection of Claims 15-17 and 19 and 
allow issuance of the pending claims. 

IV. Rejection of Claims 18 and 20-21 under 35 U.S.C. §103 

Previously, the Examiner rejected Claims 18 and 20-21 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yamamoto in view of Adachi and if further view of Matsuoka, As noted above, 
Claim 20 has been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. With regard to Claims 1 8 and 2 1 , the 
Applicants respectfully disagree. 

As established above, the cited combination of Yamamoto, Matsuoka, and Adachi does 
not provide a prima facie case of obviousness for independent Claim 15 and Claims that depend 
thereon. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to withdraw the § 103(a) 
rejection of Claims 18 and 20-21 and allow issuance of the pending claims. 
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V. 



Conclusion 



In view of the foregoing amendment and remarks, the AppUcants now see all of the Claims 
currently pending in this application to be in condition for allowance and therefore earnestly solicit a 
Notice of Allowance for Claims 1-4, 7-11, 14-18, and 21. 

The Applicants request the Examiner to telephone the undersigned agent of record at (972) 
480-8800 if such would further or expedite the prosecution of the present application. The 
Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees, credits or overpayments to Deposit Account 



08-2395. 



Respectfully submitted, 



HiTT Gaines, P.C. 




Steven J. Hanlce 
Registration No. 58,076 



Date: February 1.2008 



P.O. Box 832570 
Richardson, Texas 75083 
(972) 480-8800 
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